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become law-abiding and helpful citizens of the community, but they are never
pointed out to the public. Institutions are considered a failure because every
man or boy committed to them does not &dquo;make good.&dquo; It is apparently never
considered that there is given to the heads of institutions in this and other states
the hardest and toughest job that can be given to any human being. Men and
women, boys, and girls, upon whom every effort has been made through the
church, the settlement, the school, the probation worker, the social worker, the
home and the neighborhood, are taken out of the community and are put into an
institution either for the young or old, and it is expected that the institution by
some mysterious method of treatment can make the prisoner into a model citizen
within a few months or years.

Criticism, the easiest thing to make, is always forthcoming, but when do we
hear encouragement and inspiration given to those who are struggling with the
dif~cult and ever-perplexing problem of delinquency either within or without
our institutions? Recently the statement was made by the District Attorney of
New York County that 60 per cent. of the recent offenders were first offenders.

This country has, of course, grown by leaps and bounds, and with it the
American methods of dealing with the criminal. The country of &dquo;Liberty&dquo; and
of the &dquo;square deal&dquo; has sought to embody these two alleged cardinal principles
in its correctional institutions, and so the present-day efforts of most correc’
tional institutions in the country are to restore the inmate to liberty when he is
fitted for release, and to surround the prisoner while in the institution and after
imprisonment with the elements of humane and constructive treatment, which
can be called the square deal in penology.

The proponents of modern, sane and progressive methods of dealing with
criminals do not look with favor upon enforced idleness in the county jails of
this and other states, the indiscriminate use of probation, the automatic release
of prisoners at the expiration of their minimum sentences, the lack of promptness
and finality in criminal court procedure, the abuses of the bail system, the mix-
ing of young and old, experienced and inexperienced, sick and well, in our penal
institutions. Nor do they favor the absence of adequate labor and of educa-
tional possibilities in the state prison of this state. However, all these things
present definite and diflicult problems, problems that cannot be solved in a day
or a month, but are of fundamental importance, not only to the administration
of penal institutions, but even more to community welfare, and therefore should
have the fair and understanding support of the public rather than emotional and
unjust criticism.

E. R. CASS,
General Secretary American Prison Association.

SENTIMENTALITY
BY ALBERT H. VOTAW

We are all aware that the Government from time to time has taken measures

looking toward the employment of all convicts in public works of various kinds
and in the manufacture of articles for the use of the government. The New
Yark Independent favorably commented on this proposition, but adds: &dquo;Tbi5
attempt will fail unless it can be kept out of the hands of sentimental humani’
tarians whose first thought is always for the offender, and who as a rule care
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little for the welfare of law-abiding society.&dquo; The assumption conveyed by these
words whether by Hamilton Holt or any other editor, is entirely gratuitous.There is no sane philanthropist in the United States who disregards the welfareof the community in his zeal to reform the offender. The criticism of the

learned editor is utterly superfluous. Possibly he still belongs to the hopeless
class of cobwebby reactionaries who greet every attempt to uplift the man who
has been overtaken in a fault with the slogan, &dquo;I don’t believe in this coddling
of criminals.&dquo; Possibly there may have been occasional instances of mawkish
sentimentality in dealing with those who have erred, but we have failed to find
any specific definition of what is meant by &dquo;coddling&dquo; or &dquo;pampering&dquo; prison-
ers. &dquo;Once a crook, always a crook&dquo; is no more true than &dquo;once a sinner, always
a sinner.&dquo; Apply the latter saying and there would be little chance for the
editor or any of the rest of us. Suppose that, in accordance with the proposi-
tion, those convicted of crime are to be put to work in building roads, digging
drainage canals and the like. Must the workers be clothed in stripes, and drag
a ball and chain? Does not the editor know that such practices of a barbarous
age have disappeared from almost every state of the union? The Common-
Wealth of Pennsylvania wrote into its statutes on this subject that convicts work-
&dquo;’g’ on the roads should wear no conspicuous dress, nor be assigned to public
works against their will. They are to receive compensation for their work.
Does such treatment constitute &dquo;coddling,&dquo; or does it indicate a management by
sentimental humanitarians&dquo;? We are weary of the stupid reiteration from

certain quarters that any attempt to restore men to themselves, to regard those~’ho have gone wrong as human beings, to deal with them as persons of like
P~?Sions as ourselves, is prompted by &dquo;maudlin sentiment.&dquo; At every step of
prison reform from the time of John Howard to the present day, blatant dema-
~ogues and unprogressive reactionaries who have no vision have unsuccessfully
endeavored to thwart every scheme for the improvement of humanity. Every
kind of reform has had its opponents. The segregation of the sexes, of the tried
r.oh’ the untried, the abolition of stripes, of the chain gang, of contract laborwith its accompanying slavery, the enactment of laws providing for parole, for
Probation, for the indeterminate sentence, for wholesome and remunerative em-
f lyrnent-all these movements aimed at the restoration of criminals to a use-f ul place in the community and now almost universally introduced have metwith opposition on the part of ignorant, benighted, pessimistic, reversionists
who took counsel of their fears and malevolence. We cannot think the editor
of T)tc Independent belongs to this class. He has given utterance to a mean-

~Ügl~ss platitude, to mere sentimental drivel which is founded on spectral1 USI.ons. If he means to suggest that anybody believes in a general jail deliv-

~r6B in giving the criminals entire freedom, in pampering them with luxurieswhile they are in public service, he is wasting good printer’s ink, for such prin-ciples of Bolshevism do not exist in this country. If The Independent means to
assert that to take these workers to their tasks under suitable and sufficient safe-
gïards, to give them proper supervision while at their work, to allow them to beclothed with the usual dress of a citizen, to give them the net compensation for
their services-if this periodical, I say, considers such treatment as sentimental
dnanItanamsm, it is absolutely behind the age, a follower of exploded ideas,and no longer worthy of the confidence of prison officials of the United States.
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Any treatment which will harden the convict, render him morose, sullen, and
filled with the notion that he must, when opportunity offers, seek revenge on the
community, is detrimental to the individual, opposed to principles of sound
morality and to the interest of society. On the contrary, any treatment which
will result in making a decent citizen out of a man who has fallen is certainly
sane and conducive to the interest of the community. We admit that this propo-
sition may bring a larger number of inmates of our prisons outside of the walls,
but we see no possibility of placing the management of this form of service un-
der the control of extravagant doctrinaires or fanatical enthusiasts. Mistakes
may be made, but rather from lack of sentiment than from an overplus thereof.

ENGLISH PRISONS TODAY 
The Report of the Prison System Enquiry Committee

This committee was formed early in 1919, and has pursued its investiga-
tions for three years. The chairman is Sir Sydney Olivier, and the membership
included representatives of various schools of political thought as Lord Henry
Bentinck, Hon. Bertrand Russell, Margery Fry, J.P., Sydney Webb and his wife,
Dr. Ernest Jones and Bernard Shaw. The report was edited and largely written
by Stephen Hobhouse and A. Fenner Brockway, both of whom served long terms
of imprisonment during the war. The editors received assistance from Cecil
Leeson, secretary of the Howard Association, Norman Penney, T. Edmund Har-
vey, Clifford Allen, Dr. George W. Kirchwey, of New York, and many other
experts in various lines of service.

The result of their labors appears in a bulky octavo of 728 pages, contain-
ing thirty-eight chapters and four appendices. It is published by Longmans,
Green & Company, London and New York.

Official Permission to 4btain Evidence Refused

Notwithstanding the high character and reputation of the members of this
committee, the Home Office refused to furnish any official information, and also
forbade the members of the staff of every prison from giving evidence. But
before this order reached the various Prison Boards, replies had been obtained
fom fifty prison officials. Reports were received from twenty-two visiting Magis-
trates and from thirty-four agents of Prisoners’ Aid Societies. Some 290 state-
ments came from ex-convicts of varying types. ,

The Vicious Rule of Silence
The report especially mentions the bad effects of separate confinement in

cells, and adduces overwhelming evidence in support thereof.
A Visiting Minister. &dquo;The first month of separate confinement has no re-

forming value. It seems to me wanton cruelty, or else very bad psychology. it

nearly drives some mad, others are made bitter with indignation, and it destroys
personality with a third class, crushing them to the dust.&dquo;

A Priest. &dquo;The preliminary period of separate confinement is of no valile
and is cruel. They are shut up just when they need company.&dquo;

Agent of an Aid Society. &dquo;Separate confinement very often affects the men-
tality in a powerful way.&dquo;

A Warder. &dquo;The moral and physical dangers of the month’s separate com
finement are far and away more serious than any compensating advantage.&dquo;
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